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INTRODUCTION
In examining conversational organization, Schegloff and Sacks (1973) noticed that there is a class of sequences which is widely operative. It consists of the following features: (i) two-utterance length, (2) adjacent positioning of component utterances, (3) different speakers producing each utterance, (4) the component utterances being related to each other in such a way that the first component is a first pair part, the second a second pair part, and they form a pair type. Schegloff and Sacks call such utterances an adjacency pair. Question-answer, greeting-greeting, offer-acceptance/refusal are some examples of adjacency pairs, the basic rule of operation of which, as stated by Schegloff and Sacks (1973:296), is: "Given the recognizable production of a first pair part, on its first possible completion its speaker should stop and a ? I989 Cambridge University Press 0047-4045/89 $5.00 + .00 next speaker should start and produce a second pair part from the pair type of which the first is recognizably a member." The concept of an adjacency pair as a description of conversational sequencing and an organizational unit has been questioned. For example, some of the conditions have been criticized as being too strongly stated. A first pair part is not necessarily followed immediately by a second pair part, as in the case of an insertion sequence (Schegloff 1972:76-79) ; the two pair parts are not necessarily produced by two different speakers, as in the case of a speaker answering his or her own question (see, e.g., Coulthard [I977] I986; Goffman 1976; Levinson I983; Ventola I987). This article focuses on the question of an adjacency pair as a basic unit of conversational interaction. It observes that there are certain utterances in conversation that are not component utterances of an adjacency pair and yet they form a bounded unit with it. This raises the question of whether the basic interactional unit is the adjacency pair, as is widely accepted, or a potential three-part exchange. This article proposes that it is the latter. It justifies the relevance of occurrence (Sacks 1972:342) of the third part of an exchange by discussing its pragmatic functions and accounting for its absence when it is not found in conversation. The discussion is illustrated with data from telephone and face-to-face conversations.
ADJACENCY PAIRS VERSUS THREE-PART EXCHANGES
Let us start by applying the notion of an adjacency pair to the following frequently occurring kind of conversational interaction. The three parts in the exchange are coherent and form a bounded conversational unit. If we analyzed them in terms of adjacency pairs, we would have difficulties in characterizing A's second utterance. It is not a second pair part because it follows a second pair part, nor is it a first pair part because it does not invite a second pair part. Yet, it is a very important contribution to the interaction. As Goffman (1971) pointed out, it is a display of gratitude for the service rendered (which Goffman referred to as an appreciation) which not only shows that A is fully aware of the virtual offense committed by asking B to close the door and the favor rendered but also informs B that the generosity is appreciated (see Goffman 197I:I4I-42,  see also Goffman 1976:265).
The unsatisfactoriness of the adjacency pair in accounting for conversational data such as in Example (i) has already been noted by Goffman (1976): A response will on occasion leave matters in a ritually unsatisfactory state, and a turn by the initial speaker will be required, encouraged, or at least allowed, resulting in a three-part interchange; or chains of adjacency pairs will occur (albeit typically with one, two, or three such couplets), the chain itself having a unitary, bounded character. Goffman, however, did not regard this insightful observation as a basis for analysis in itself but made it in passing. In the latter part of the same article, he noted that a first pair part can be followed by anything since it cannot put total constraint on the occurrence and the actual content of a second pair part. The next speaker always has the freedom to choose to attend to the first pair part, raise a question in relation to it, or ignore it altogether and introduce something new. Furthermore, Goffman proposed it is very often hard to distinguish a statement from a response because a response can be so tenuously related to the immediate statement that it can be taken as a statement and a statement can be so closely guided by how it fits into the current topic of talk that it can be taken as a response. Therefore, he concluded: our basic model for talk perhaps ought not to be dialogic couplets and their chaining, but rather a sequence of response moves with each in the series carving out its own reference, and each incorporating a variable balance of function in regard to statement-reply properties. In the right setting, a person next in line to speak can elect to deny the dialogic frame, accept it, or carve out such a format when none is apparent. This formulation would finally allow us to give proper credit to the flexibility of talk.... Goffman was right insofar as he pointed out that conversations often do not proceed in a tidy fashion. A statement is not necessarily followed by or addressed to an immediately expected response, and a response may not be responding to the preceding statement -it could be responding to only an aspect of it or to nonlinguistic elements in the environment. However, Goffman's initial observation of a three-part interchange, in which the first part may be unspoken, is still valid as a basic model of conversational organization because it is socially motivated and adequately captures the structural relation between each element (spoken or unspoken) of an interchange. And it is this relation in terms of what is expected to occur upon the production of one element that enables us to interpret what actually occurs in conversation. As Berry (I982) pointed out: a rule such as A predicts B is not to be taken as a claim that A always will be followed by B; it is a claim that A will always be expected to be followed by B and that whatever does follow A will be interpreted in the light of this expectation. (38) Sinclair and Coulthard (I975), in analyzing the sequencing pattern in classroom discourse, made an observation similar to Goffman's initial one. They pointed out that classroom discourse is typically organized in terms of threepart exchanges: an initiation from the teacher followed by a response from the pupil which in turn is followed by a feedback from the teacher which evaluates the response provided by the pupil. (The third move is later revised to a follow-up move.) An exchange which consists of two parts is perceived as the marked form in which the third part is withheld for strategic reasons. Mishler (1975) , in a study of the structure of natural conversation in first grade classrooms, made a similar proposal: a basic unit of conversation is a three-part unit which is a sequence of three successive utterances initiated by an utterance, including a question, from the first speaker, followed by a response from the second speaker, and terminated by a further utterance from the first speaker. He further pointed out that the question-answer sequence, which is widely accepted as an appropriate -and coherent unit of communication, may be applicable to testing and interview situations but is totally inapplicable in "more 'open' natural conversation" (I975:33). He argued that just as a question demands a response, a response also demands a further response from the questioner. This further response, according to Mishler, is "a 'sign' on the part of the questioner that his question has received a response, adequate or inadequate, appropriate or inappropriate" (I975:32).
Burton (I98I:63), however, asserted that three-part exchanges are highly classroom specific because the follow-up move hardly occurs outside the classroom. She argued that a three-part exchange like the following is deviant in nonclassroom discourse: Burton maintained that if a follow-up move does occur in casual conversation, it will be used as a sarcastic device.
Berry (I98I:123) disagreed with Burton's claim that the follow-up move seldom occurs in nonclassroom discourse. She suggested that it occurs frequently not only in speech events like quizzes but also in adult leisure conversations when solving puzzles. She further asserted that in certain types of nonclassroom exchange, the follow-up move is obligatory, whereas in others it is optional, and that it is necessary to distinguish between them. She proposed that the distinguishing criterion is which of the two interlocuters is the primary knower. For example: According to Berry, the follow-up move in (4) is obligatory, whereas that in (5) is optional because, in the former, the quizmaster is the primary knower and therefore a follow-up move to evaluate or confer the correctness of the response provided is necessary. In the latter, however, because the son is the secondary knower, there is no need, or rather, he is not in a position to evaluate or confer the correctness of the response. The correctness of the information provided in the response is already conferred upon by the father, who is the primary knower. Hence, the follow-up move is optional. One can go further than this and ask: Is talk organized basically in terms of two-part adjacency pairs or three-part exchanges?' Which is the more adequate as a basic unit of conversational organization?
In order to answer these questions, we need to look at the function of the third part of an exchange, or the follow-up move. From the debate described earlier, it is apparent that the function of the follow-up move is perceived as evaluative (except perhaps for Mishler 1975, in which the function of the third move is more general than evaluating the response). If providing an evaluation of the correctness of information supplied in the response were indeed the only function of this third move, then I would agree with Burton's observation that it seldom occurs outside the classroom (except for speech events such as quizzes or puzzle-solving sessions, as pointed out by Berry). We do not usually go around asking questions to which we already have an answer. However, is providing an evaluation the only function of the followup move, or is it just one of the realizations of a more general function? Mehan (i979) noted that the third component in a three-part sequence which occurs in classroom discourse is different from that which occurs in everyday conversations. For example:
(6) (Mehan I979:194) A: What time is it, Denise? B: Two thirty. -A: Very good, Denise.
(7) (Mehan 1979:194) A Again for about two years.
Berry commented: "And intuitively, one feels that they are not so much commenting on the quality of the patient's reply as acts of noting and/or reinterpreting the reply for the doctor's own benefit" (I987:48). As we can see, that the follow-up move has functions other than making an evaluation of the response has already been noted. To the best of my knowledge, however, no detailed investigation of its functions has been made.
PRAGMATIC MOTIVATION OF THE FOLLOW-UP MOVE
Let us begin with a consideration of the pragmatic motivation for the followup move. Discourse is an interactive process during which the meaning and illocutionary force of utterances are negotiated between the speaker and the addressee, not an interchange of utterances with speaker-determined illocutionary forces (see Franck I98I:226). Hence, the initiating utterance that the speaker produces is subject to the interpretation of the addressee, who displays his or her interpretation in the response. However, the interaction does not stop there. The addressee may need to know whether the speaker has understood his or her response, whether the response is acceptable, and whether the addressee has correctly interpreted the speaker's utterance. This may require a further contribution from the speaker (see argued that an adjacently positioned second is necessary to show that the addressee (who produced the second pair part) understood what a prior aimed at and is willing to go along with that, and to let the speaker (who produced the first pair part) see that what was intended was indeed understood and that it was or was not accepted, I argue that the third move is likely for the same reason: to let the addressee know that the speaker has understood the addressee's response, that he or she has provided an acceptable response, and that the interaction has been felicitous. I support my argument with some examples, such as the following:
(io) (Labov 1972:123) Linus that it is absent. However, as Sacks pointed out, in order to show that the absence of something is not trivial, that its absence is not just one among a host of other things that might equally be said to be absent, we need to show its relevance of occurrence. "Nontrivial talk of an absence requires that some means be available for showing both the relevance of occurrence of the activity that is proposedly absent and the location where it should be looked for to see that it did not occur" (Sacks 1972:342) . In other words, we need to show the relevance of occurrence of the follow-up move when it is not found in an exchange and we need to be able to account for its absence. In Example (I3), the follow-up move is not found until utterance 9. Yet we can clearly see that it could have occurred after utterances 4 and 6, where the teacher could have provided an evaluation of the pupil's response. Because the evaluation would have been a negative one had it occurred, its absence could be seen as deliberately withheld by the teacher in order to avoid giving an explicit negative evaluation. This is supported by the fact that the follow-up move occurs when the pupil produces a correct answer. Teachers who do not want to discourage pupils from answering questions often use this strategy. The absence of the follow-up move implies that the pupil has not produced the correct answer, or, to put it in another way, implies that the answer is incorrect, hence implying a negative evaluation. In (14) , a follow-up move which gives a positive evaluation occurs after the pupil has provided a response. In (I5), the teacher asks more or less the same question. However, a follow-up move which accepts the pupil's answer is found after the first response but not the second.
RELEVANCE OF OCCURRENCE OF THE FOLLOW-UP MOVE

Classroom exchanges
What is happening in the somewhat bizarre interaction in the second exchange in (i5) is that the teacher's questions are intended as language practice questions but they are taken as genuine questions by the pupil. The pupil's response in utterance 5 (which is a perfectly appropriate answer) does not accord with the response that the teacher intends to solicit. It is consid-ered unacceptable by the teacher and the latter withholds the follow-up move to imply a negative evaluation (see also Hewings 1987:227).
Conversational exchanges Just as we can account for the relevance of occurrence of the follow-up move in classroom exchanges, so can we in nonclassroom exchanges. In the following, I make a detailed examination of the circumstances under which the follow-up move does not occur and those under which it does. By examining when, where, and why it is absent, and when, where, and why it is present, we will hopefully be able to gain further insights into its functions. But before we do that, it must be pointed out that in face-to-face interaction, the follow-up move is often realized by nonverbal means such as a nod, a smile, a raised eyebrow, and so forth. S's laugh is a contributing move in the exchange. It is a nonverbal acknowledgment of J's accepting her suggestion to just take the stamps for free.
Nonverbal gestures such as that in (i6) are often not recorded in transcriptions, giving the illusion that the follow-up move is absent. Stenstrom (1984) , in her study of transcriptions of telephone conversations and face-to-face conversations, observed that the follow-up move occurs much more frequently in the former than in the latter. This observation is likely to be the result of not taking into account those which are realized nonverbally in faceto-face interaction. In telephone conversations, the follow-up move must be verbalized, since it cannot be conveyed otherwise, hence giving the false impression that it occurs more frequently than in face-to-face conversations.
What are the circumstances under which the follow-up move may not occur and what are those under which it may?
First, in conversations between interlocuters who know each other very well, the follow-up move is more frequently absent. Stenstrom (I984:243), in her study of eleven transcribed texts, discovered that the conversations between a married couple have far fewer follow-up moves than any of the other texts. This can be explained by the fact that interlocuters who know each other very well share a large common ground so that there are not likely to be hitches in their interpretation of each other's utterance. Hence, an explicit follow-up move to acknowledge the outcome of the exchange may not often be necessary. Moreover, for interlocuters such as husbands and wives, the ritual constraint (Goffman I976:266-67) which necessitates the production of a follow-up move in expression of appreciation of service rendered can be relaxed. The following exchange is by no means uncommon:. In this piece of data, the follow-up move is not found until the third exchange, when C finally accepts B's refusal of his offer, after which B and C move on to another topic. It does not occur in the first two exchanges because C is not happy with the negative outcome, or at least he behaves as though he is not happy about the fact that his offer is refused. This is supported by the fact that in the third exchange, C re-offers. It is only when he concedes to accept the negative outcome that he produces the follow-up move. That the absence of the follow-up move can be accounted for as the speaker's not accepting the negative outcome can be further supported by comparing (21) with the following: The following is another piece of data in which signaling the end of the sequence is performed by a topic-closing initiation. Taking into consideration the structure exhibited in (27) and (28) and that exhibited in (23), (24), and (26), in which endings of sequences of two-part exchanges are marked by a follow-up move, a topic-closing exchange, or a boundary marker, we may say that the lack of a third element in an exchange may be an indication that the topic of talk is not finished yet and that something else is upcoming (see also Example (21) Taking into consideration data such as (3 i) and (32), we could say that the basic organizational unit of conversation is a potential three-part exchange with an optional fourth or fifth part. This is a more adequate description of a basic unit of conversational organization than an adjacency pair because it accounts for important contributing moves in conversation which the latter does not. Moreover, a potential three-part exchange allows us to encompass an adjacency pair as well. And, finally, the greater scope may allow us to recognize the presence and absence of the third element as a criterion for distinguishing among relationships, styles, groups, and cultures. (5)) as "Oh"-receipts which function to confirm that the transmission of information from an informed to an uninformed party has taken place. He observed that (question)-(answer)-("oh"-receipt) sequences are massively recurrent in conversation.
7. The term sequence is used in a nonstructural sense, roughly corresponding to a series of exchanges with a shared topic (see Coulthard I98I:27-3I, for sequence identification). 8. It should be noted that X's utterance is not responding to the immediately preceding question but to H's suggestion to go to the Spring Deer, which is not shown in the text. 9. If H had said okay and had spoken it in low key, it would realize a follow-up move, which would be sequence final. Then it is not likely that X would produce a further okay in response to it.
io. Heritage (I984) suggested that since an "oh"-receipt (or some equivalent) serves to confirm that a change of state of knowledge or information has taken place, its production may be avoided by questioners so as to propose that they have not been informed.
